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Abstract
The COVID-19 pandemic, through lockdowns and mobility restrictions, has created an atmos-
phere of global reflection towards contemporary urban landscapes. Architecture is an essential 
component in them and determines, to a large extent, how building users perceive, interpret, and 
value the surrounding environment. From an experiential and phenomenological perspective, and 
taking into account the situations lived in 2020, the paper explores the existing relations between 
architecture and urban landscape at three levels: first, the experience of the environment from 
the architectural space — namely, the home —; second, the experience of the ‘interior urban land-
scape’ at street level; and finally, the experience of the ‘exterior urban landscape’ from city fringes 
or vantage points that provide vast prospects. The article advocates a holistic understanding of 
landscapes in building and urban design processes and suggests landscape architecture can offer 
a valuable apprenticeship in this sense. A sustained interplay between those disciplines shaping 
the built environment is decidedly needed. The paper concludes by pointing out that landscape, 
given its integrating and all-encompassing condition, could articulate the entire set of municipal 
urban policies through a transdisciplinary ‘city-landscape’ plan.
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The COVID-19 crisis is sparking debates on central 
everyday-life aspects that before were scarcely con-
sidered or indefinitely postponed. The impact of hu-
man settlements on nature or the technological up-
dating of activities such as communication, teach-
ing, working, and leisure are some of the most evi-
dent. Moreover, mobility restrictions and prolonged 
stays at home during lockdowns have naturally 
drawn attention to an issue frequently overlooked, 
both from administrations and planning and de-
sign practitioners. Unexpectedly, the global situa-
tion has raised a clamorous question: Are the urban 
landscapes we inhabit satisfying?
Urban landscape quality is increasingly associated 
with place experience rather than merely aesthet-
ics or scenic beauty (Thayer, 1989; Council of Europe, 
2000; Thwaites, 2001). Numerous features deter-
mine the experience of urban landscapes. Howev-
er, from a spatial point of view, we can basically dis-
tinguish between mass and void. Both are experi-
enced simultaneously in the urban environment, 
although different professionals are generally in 
charge of their design — mainly architects and land-
scape architects (Eckbo, 1983). This text will focus 
on architecture, the solid or built part of the urban 
space, due to the author’s training. Nevertheless, 
we will soon realize that a quality urban landscape 
requires an integrated design of buildings and open 
spaces. In addition, we will notice that landscape ar-
chitecture presents some epistemological and cre-
ative approaches whose assimilation would enrich 
the professional positions of other disciplines to-
wards the lived environment. Learning from land-
scape architecture would also help reduce the pres-
sures usually acting on building and planning pro-
cesses that have proven detrimental to the quality 
of the urban landscape.
The contribution of architecture to any urban land-
scape comprises both physical and interpretive as-
pects. Regarding the first, it is clear that an archi-
tectural work perceived from the outside, being a 
material, formal, functional, and energetic object of 
significant scale, always nuances the site in an ob-
jective way. From the inside, architecture also ma-
terially establishes the points and areas of connec-
tion between the interior and the exterior, filtering 
stimuli and allowing or banning view and move-
ment. The influence of architecture on the land-
scape interpretative level is less obvious but equal-
ly decisive. Firstly, architecture evinces the cultural 
understanding of the urban and territorial context 
by the society considered (Lewis, 1979), giving form 
and material expression to the relations desired to 
establish with the surrounding environment. The 















[1951] 1994) in a certain way in a particular territory 
is increasingly known as Baukultur (European Min-
isters of Culture, 2018). From this point of view, ar-
chitecture appears as a reflection or material crys-
tallization of the impressions, appreciations, and 
expectations of a social group regarding its geo-
graphical context. But apart from reflecting an al-
ready-existing social consideration of the territorial 
setting, architecture also plays an active role in the 
forge and consolidation of cultural approaches to-
wards it. Through experience, architecture provides 
the spatial frame for everyday existence, proposing 
and spreading readings of the city and the territory 
beyond. In other words, architectural constructions 
not only fix numerous aspects of the daily interac-
tion with urban spaces but also directly condition 
how users perceive, interpret, and value the sur-
rounding environment.
This double transformative capacity entails a big 
social responsibility: architecture can banalize the 
context, induce disaffection and place consump-
tion, or favor wellbeing, strengthen collective iden-
tity, increase territorial heritage awareness, and 
promote nature respect. Far from being innocu-
ous, these attitudes, when extended, can change 
public demands and consequently reorient urban 
policies and business approaches; these, in turn, 
bring about transformations that tend to inten-
sify some readings of the environment and oblit-
erate others, thus completing the circular process. 
In a restricted-mobility situation, with local in-
habitants as the only users and perceivers of ur-
ban landscapes, a reflection on how architecture 
is molding their life experience in connection with 
the environment appears more convenient than 
ever, and this paper intends to be an invitation in 
this sense.
Christian Norberg-Schulz considered architecture the 
first level of existential space, followed by the city 
and then by the landscape, in an overlapping growing 
scale ([1971] 1975, pp. 34, 112, 129; 1979, p. 69). 
As Edward Relph noted, existential space is inter-
subjective, hence, potentially shared by all mem-
bers of a social group (1976, p. 12). That means the 
experience of the environment is subject to cultural 
and idiosyncratic features that make it at least part-
ly independent of individual subjectivity. Basing on 
these considerations, in the wake of the COVID-19 
pandemic, it seems necessary to reexamine the ex-
isting relations between architecture and urban 
landscape at three levels.
‘Homescapes’: The Experience of Dwelling
First, we should consider the experience of the en-
vironment from the architectural space. A home is 
in itself a domestic micro-landscape of architectural 
scale (Cullen, [1961] 1981, p. 28) that filters and intro-
duces fragments of the larger landscape around. It 
is the first and most determining ‘shell’ (Bachelard, 
[1957] 2013, pp. 140-170) in the interaction with the 
environment (natural, built, and social), and it pre-
figures in a great deal the attitude its dwellers will 
adopt towards the exterior world. Phenomenolog-
ically, architectural space and the perceptible sur-
roundings invariably overlap in an experiential con-
tinuum (Neutra, 1955, p.13; Fitch, 1965; Holl, [1994] 
2011, p.15). As a result, the actual ‘lived space’ (Mer-
leau-Ponty, [1945] 1993) not only includes the home 
interior but virtually extends to the sky, the horizon, 
and the surrounding areas, up to the limits of mul-
tisensory perception (Fig. 1). In this sense, a room 
can be physically small but become almost endless 
because of the qualified and ever-changing experi-
ence of the world it provides. ‘Prospect and refuge’, 
as postulated by Jay Appleton (1975), still synthesize 
the phenomenological essence of the ideal home. 
All these considerations lead us to characterize the 
experience of the landscape from the architectur-
al space as liminal, transitional, dialectic, intimate, 
static, and receptive.
It, therefore, seems evident that reducing residen-




implies disregarding the other indispensable com-
ponent in the experience of dwelling: the environ-
ment. This year, the pandemic has shown that ob-
viating the quality of the relations between inside 
and outside and the presence of adequate exterior 
spaces, regardless of the comfortability of the inte-
rior ones, has forced a substantial part of the popu-
lation to face lockdown in adverse conditions, expos-
ing them to physical and mental disorders, isolation 
and depression (Fig. 2). However, those inhabiting 
high-quality environments and benefiting from gen-
erous windows and transitional spaces — such as gar-
dens, patios, terraces, balconies, or communal open 
yards, where contact with the natural elements was 
possible — have confronted this challenge more eas-
ily. The positive effects are the instant psychological 
relief, the minor feeling of seclusion, the more activ-
ities allowed, and the comforting sense of belonging 
to a broader living system — community, neighbor-
hood, town, region, or simply planet Earth. 
The public recognition of this reality has radically al-
tered user preferences, prioritizing sun, light, air, na-
ture, and views over proximity to work and central 
areas (Aranda, 2020; Barnés and Sanz, 2020). These 
changes in demand have, in turn, had a noticeable 
impact on the real estate sector, resulting in a re-
newed preference for single-family homes in subur-
ban locations (Batty, 2020; Ferrás Sexto, 2020). Sur-
prisingly, while one could imagine that, in this con-
text of forced social distancing, the exponential in-
crease in the use of digital environments might be 
favoring a deterritorialization of everyday life, thus 
making the quality of the actual surroundings al-
most irrelevant, this aprioristic intuition turns out 
to be only partially true. We are witnessing a grow-
ing deterritorialization of work and social relations, 
but not of dwelling. The widespread moving of tele-
workers to warm coastal areas or rural inland en-
claves is sufficiently representative (Hermann and 
Paris, 2020; Putinja, 2021). The quality of the lived 
environment does matter; in fact, it matters more 
than ever (Alraouf, 2021).
Although the pandemic will be temporary, it has al-
ready introduced structural changes in working, 
Fig. 1 — The experience 
of dwelling, between the 
















learning, and enjoying free time that are here to 
stay, being the expansion of virtual activities per-
haps the most apparent. These novelties imply a 
more intensive use of the home, which is no lon-
ger understood as a simple night shelter but be-
comes a classroom, office, study room, or gym at 
different times. To adequately host these func-
tions, a comforting link to the outside world has 
proved to be desirable, in addition to the obvious 
spatial flexibility. Besides, now that many of us 
have experienced the impossibility to leave home, 
it seems opportune to remember those collectives 
with permanent or transitory limited mobility due 
to illness, age, or childcare, whose psychological 
needs also have to be met. Architects should in-
tegrate the experience of the environment in new 
housing, office, sanitary or educational projects 
— to cite just some of the activities which involve 
longer stays inside of buildings. 
The views of street life, the horizon, and the con-
tact with nature are the most valued aspects, 
as research has repeatedly shown (Lynch, 1960; 
Markus, 1967; Kaplan, 1983; Kaplan and Kaplan, 
1989; Kaplan, 2001; Kearney, 2006; Mirza, 2015; 
Cuerdo-Vilches et al., 2020). Significantly, in 2020 
there have been numerous cultural initiatives to 
liven up the lockdowns that have invited people to 
take photographs from their windows1. This abun-
dant graphic material offers an unprecedented 
possibility of drawing territorialized conclusions on 
the existing residential park. Some authors have 
already addressed a housing inquiry during the 
pandemic, though not specifically focusing on the 
experience of the environment provided (Cuerdo-
Vilches et al., 2020). Pending systematic research 
in this regard, it is already evident that our cities 
are full of unimaginative buildings whose windows 
and narrow terraces are mechanically set, poor-
Fig. 2 — View from the window of a typical residential building from the 60s in Granada (Spain). The awkward perspective and the 




chitects would raise environmental design concerns 
among the former; but, above all, it would enhance 
residents’ quality of life by containing depopulation, 
enriching the experience of anodyne architecture, 
and contributing to the ‘interior urban landscape’ 
character, as discussed next.
Streetscapes or ‘Interior Urban Landscapes’
Secondly, it seems necessary to examine the ‘inte-
rior urban landscape’ (Zoido Naranjo, 2012) of city 
neighborhoods, as experienced from the street. 
The urban area around the home is usually the 
most frequented, even more during perimeter clo-
sures such as those lived in 2020. The ‘interior ur-
ban landscape’ of the quarter is directly related to 
individual and group identity. Its appreciation or 
aversion strongly influences the overall townscape 
interpretation through an unconscious process of 
extrapolation or mental synecdoche. 
ly orientated, and overlooking low-quality urban 
spaces. Thus, many of these windows are veiled, 
and numerous balconies appear illegally closed or 
converted into linear storages on the façades. Al-
so, flat roofs of collective housing buildings seem 
almost invariably forgotten and relegated to occa-
sional maintenance of technical installations. These 
elements have frequently been neglected by stan-
dardized architectural design due to their low mon-
etary profitability. An ambitious urban housing re-
furbishment strategy could involve upgrading 
these terraces, access galleries, porticoes, or roof-
tops, converting them into winter gardens, urban 
orchards, private or communal open spaces. In this 
sense, landscape architecture can significantly con-
tribute to making coherent, adaptative, and stimu-
lating those transitions between inside and outside 
in existing and projected residential areas. A fruitful 
collaboration between architects and landscape ar-
Fig. 3 — Exterior image of a working-class district in Granada (Spain) seen from an open terrain vague next to the railway. Inhab-
itants spontaneously use the expectant land for recreation, pet walks, sports, and gatherings due to the high density and low 















The debate on landscape as a commons and the 
right to inhabit a dignified, salutary, and ethical en-
vironment has intensified in the past years, bring-
ing into it questions of equality, holistic planning, 
naturalization of urban life, and democratization 
of territorial heritage (Asociación de Geógrafos Es-
pañoles, 2006; Castiglioni et al., 2015; Egoz et al., 
2016; Gerber and Hess, 2017; Haase et al., 2017; Che-
ca-Artasu, 2019; Rueda-Palenzuela, 2019). The 
global sanitary situation suggests more efforts 
should be made to rebalance the quality of life of 
different urban districts avoiding gentrification. Ar-
chitecture, landscape architecture, and urban plan-
ning must take on this challenge, joining forces 
and overcoming conventional compartmentaliza-
tion. It may be the right time to recall the five at-
tributes synthesized by Jack L. Nasar for the quali-
ty of an urban landscape: presence of nature (natu-
ralness), good maintenance (upkeep/civities), visu-
al openness, historical significance, and perceptive 
order (1990, 1998). Additionally, Kevin Thwaites has 
listed the experiential qualities that should be tar-
geted in any neighborhood: significance and value, 
orientation, and sense of identity (2001). These and 
other features should not be understood as a ‘recipe 
book’ for trivial and disjointed applications; instead, 
they could form part of an integrated ‘interior ur-
ban landscape’ project for each neighborhood that 
meets its specificities. Such a document would pro-
vide a frame of reference to rethink building typolo-
gies, densities, and heights; create open spaces ac-
cording to site potentials (McHargh, 1969); re-nat-
uralize degraded areas; recover distinctive perspec-
tives, and harness the power of design to make res-
idential areas more legible (Lynch, 1960), stimulat-
ing and pedestrian-friendly. 
Within this planning framework, regarding the 
mass, policies should be included to ensure that 
building replacements contribute to a consistent 
improvement of the urban district. The mechan-
ical substitution of edifices by other equivalents 
For the ever-increasing urban population, streets-
capes constitute the milieu or human habitat where 
‘necessary activities’, ‘optional activities’, and ‘social 
activities’ develop (Gehl, [1971] 2006). Therefore, we 
can describe the experience of ‘interior urban land-
scapes’ as immersive, sequential, continuous, so-
cial, dynamic, and frictional.
Despite this evidence, in countries like Spain, it has 
been customary to consider public space as residu-
al and unproductive since it does not generate di-
rect economic profits (Asociación de Geógrafos Es-
pañoles, 2006). Traditionally, land has been under-
stood as a commodity, as a bargaining chip, and as 
an investment, rather than as a living cultural her-
itage and shared habitat. Reducing urban land-
scape to mere space or land value has led to chaotic 
agglomerations of buildings and housing develop-
ments that juxtapose with hardly any dialogue. The 
COVID-19 pandemic has particularly revealed the 
unacceptable imbalance between different urban 
districts, some lacking proportional and well-con-
ceived open spaces, attractive sequences, func-
tional diversity, committed buildings, enough veg-
etation, and even the desirable sunlight and airing, 
while others — habitually those inhabited by peo-
ple with the highest incomes — have them in abun-
dance (Alraouf, 2021). Tacitly, a combined process of 
landscape aestheticization (Lipovetsky and Serroy, 
[2013] 2015) and elitization seems to have been ac-
complished, producing a clear hierarchy and social 
segregation of the urban space. While, in elite resi-
dential areas, the landscape is exploited as a deco-
rative background and nature treated as a cosmet-
ic application, inhabitants at the outlying neighbor-
hoods frequently use terrain vagues (Solà-Morales, 
1995), abandoned agricultural lands, or vacant plots 
for gatherings, sports, pet walks, and relaxation 
(Fig. 3). Nevertheless, these spaces seem most-
ly doomed to densification with further construc-
tions, a process that will unconsciously continue to 




In this sense, street redesigning can favor not on-
ly the naturalization of neighborhoods and the cre-
ation of qualified, walkable public areas but also the 
liberation of the necessary space for other flows 
that were already booming before the pandem-
ic and have rapidly intensified, such as those of mi-
cro-mobility devices (bicycles, e-scooters, and oth-
ers) and delivery vehicles (Lai et al., 2020). Cities on 
all continents are now implementing what has been 
called ‘tactical urbanism’: a series of low-cost tem-
porary interventions to pacify some urban sections 
and put them at the service of pedestrians and res-
idents (Blanchar, 2020; Gillis and Thompson, 2020). 
However, these commendable initiatives should not 
remain ephemeral and isolated actions but evolve 
into permanent and self-sustainable solutions, 
as part of the proposed ‘interior urban landscape’ 
plans or similar strategies. Only holistic planning 
can provide a social guarantee for the medium and 
long-term improvement of streetscapes.
that only differ from the previous ones in compli-
ance with current construction regulations should 
be avoided, as these operations evade commit-
ment to the urban landscape. Building ordinanc-
es, like other sectorial or specific provisions, should 
be integrated into such an ‘interior urban land-
scape’ strategy, as they only rule some of the ele-
ments of the urban environment. Moreover, land-
scape design seems critical to re-qualify ‘interior 
urban landscapes’ by affirming voids as indispens-
able parts of the urban ecosystem rather than re-
maining plots waiting to be occupied. Urban voids 
must come to be understood as ‘full’ of other con-
tents just as essential as those hosted by build-
ings for the proper functioning of the city. By in-
tegrating natural processes, humans and non-hu-
mans, adaptability, indeterminacy, and change, 
open spaces should become a structural part 
of the town and a reservoir for the future: a true 
‘green infrastructure’ (Batlle, 2013). 
Fig. 4 — A chance to rediscover the landscape of Granada 
















Cityscapes or ‘Exterior Urban Landscapes’
Thirdly, we should consider the global cityscape, 
as experienced from internal or external vantage 
points, from perimeter terrains vagues, and the 
main access routes: what Florencio Zoido calls the 
‘exterior urban landscape’ (2012). According to Nor-
berg-Schulz, inhabiting — in its full human implica-
tions — presupposes identification with the land-
scape (1979, p. 20). Distinctive urban prospects and 
city silhouettes act as condensers of memories 
and identities, generating attachment to the loca-
tion (Nogué, 2007). This type of landscape experi-
ence also provides a clear understanding of the city 
in its territorial framework, with the exchanges and 
tensions it creates. Observing architecture, one can 
equally recognize the dominant activities, the spa-
tial distribution of economic powers, or the predom-
inance of certain historical times over others. In this 
regard, experiencing cityscapes encourages reflec-
tion on the coevolution (Magnaghi, 2000) of a so-
ciety and its natural environment and fosters the 
sense of place (Sánchez del Árbol et al., 2002). We 
can, therefore, characterize this modality of land-
scape experience as external, panoramic, compre-
hensive, public, and receptive.
This global perception has not always been pos-
sible during the pandemic due to the intermittent 
lockdowns, and perhaps precisely for this reason, it 
has been associated with free time, walk and exer-
cise: a revitalizing break from the monotonous rou-
tine. It has also allowed a re-encounter with roots 
and collective identity in this harsh situation. Ma-
ny citizens have rediscovered their hometowns 
and watched them with new eyes, now that tour-
ists have vanished and the inertial escape to re-
mote ‘paradises’ has been prohibited (Fig. 4). If pre-
viously ‘exterior urban landscapes’ were, to a great 
extent, abandoned to the real estate laissez-fare 
or assumed as ‘postcards’ or ‘showcases’ for tour-
ism and entrepreneurial investment (McLaren and 
Medina Lasansky, [2004] 2006; Kaika and Thielen, 
2006; Muñoz Ramírez, 2008, p. 57), now city fring-
es, skylines, and urban façades are being exception-
ally perceived by lots of attentive locals that before 
just passed by with their minds absent. Megalo-
maniac developments in progress, closed or emp-
ty touristic facilities, paralyzed construction works, 
abandoned buildings, or vacant lands are being ob-
served and publicly discussed. There is a unique col-
lective debate, with citizens significantly involved 
due to the eye-opening experience of the pandem-
ic. In Granada, a segment of a future green belt has 
suddenly begun to be planted, public spaces on the 
edges of the highway — which have been vacant 
lands for decades — have started to be outlined, 
and several social groups are demanding the reuse 
of an abandoned factory on the outskirts for cultur-
al and scientific uses. In this context, some pending 
questions arise: How should urban limits be charac-
terized? Should they aim to be ‘read’ or to be ‘lived’ 
(Lefebvre, 1974; Corner, 1999)? What kind of build-
ings or infrastructures should define urban edges? 
To which public should they be oriented? How can 
former industrial complexes or disused agricultur-
al land be integrated into the metropolitan dynam-
ic? Is it acceptable that private constructions over-
shadow mountainous profiles or emblematic land-
marks? (Kostof, 1991) Are high-rise buildings any 
more advisable? These and other reflections seem 
now pertinent.
What is clear is that the pandemic should serve as a 
reminder that cityscapes must be conceived and de-
signed first and foremost for their own inhabitants: 
they should be dynamic realities responding to the 
processual, perceptual, and imaginative aspects in-
tertwined in the fascinating ecology of the city. Un-
derstanding and refining this urban ecology should 
be one of the main objectives for the post-COVID ar-
chitect and planner, and, once again, landscape ar-
chitecture can light the path. Thinking of the town 
as a landscape (or as part of a larger one) necessar-




building and urban design processes, moving the fo-
cus from the creation of solipsistic objects, the com-
pliance with coefficients, and the satisfaction of 
economic interests to the integrated conception of 
spatial solutions for that complex concentration of 
flows, energies, and thoughts that is the city (Wald-
heim, 2006; Waldheim, 2016). Similarly, recogniz-
ing the city as a landscape demands a firm commit-
ment to reconstruct and regenerate territorial iden-
tities, alarmingly weakened in some localities due to 
abusive land practices. Addressing these challeng-
es requires a phased, transdisciplinary action that 
could take a ‘city-landscape’ plan as a guide. The Eu-
ropean Landscape Convention established the need 
to ‘integrate’ landscape into urban policies; however, 
research suggests that it is precisely the urban land-
scape that must become their frame and ultimate 
target, given its comprehensive and all-encompass-
ing condition. A ‘city-landscape’ plan should assem-
ble the suggested ‘interior urban landscape’ projects 
at a district level and establish the ‘city-landscape’ 
model to achieve in the coming decades, not forget-
ting to resolve the transition between the urban eco-
system and other adjacent ecologies (McHarg, 1969; 
Magnaghi, 2000; Zoido Naranjo, 2002; Steiner, 2011; 
Batlle, 2013; De las Rivas Sanz, 2013). The situations 
caused by COVID-19 have come to confirm what had 
been pointed out for years: that 21st-century cities 
cannot be devoid of landscape planning.
Conclusions
The motivation for writing these lines was the re-
alization, during the COVID-19 pandemic, that pro-
fessionals involved in city shaping still have a lot to 
learn concerning the urban landscape. It is mani-
fest that most of the townscapes we inhabit have 
not yet reached the desirable quality. Their expe-
rience shows social inequalities, imbalances be-
tween pedestrians and other means of transport, 
environmental unsustainability, perceptive and 
spatial conflicts, or identity crisis.
 As diverse as they may seem, many of these prob-
lems have a common root: the outdated and anach-
ronistic approaches to the urban landscape. At least 
in Spain, design and planning processes — condi-
tioned by legislative frameworks, developers’ in-
terests, or administrative procedures — clearly priv-
ilege the mass over the void (the void understood in 
an implicitly negative way as the unbuilt, nonlucra-
tive, undeveloped, unproductive, informal) and tend 
to ignore the true scope of ‘landscape’ as defined by 
the European Landscape Convention. There is also a 
striking lack of communication and coordination be-
tween the different actors that configure the built 
environment. The consequences are appreciable in 
exterior urban images, at street level, and from in-
side the most conventional buildings. The pandem-
ic has only proclaimed loudly and through dramatic 
situations what was known but so far tolerated and 
assumed as inevitable.
However, the parenthesis COVID-19 has opened 
in urban life could become, if analyzed critically, a 
point of inflection. Citizens are rapidly acknowl-
edging the qualitative aspects of architecture and 
landscape and their joint repercussions on well-be-
ing. They now require qualified, healthy, and sus-
tainable life experiences offering a range of situ-
ations between indoors and outdoors, between 
privacy and sociability, between introspection and 
territorial identification. Hopefully, when the pan-
demic is over, they will continue to be more de-
manding regarding the quality of their homes, 
neighborhoods, and cityscapes. Design and plan-
ning practitioners should react to this feed-
back from the population and update their work 
schemes, taking the opportunity to train and ac-
quaint themselves with landscape matters. In this 
sense, landscape architecture represents a dis-
cipline from which a valuable apprenticeship can 
be extracted. In particular, landscape architecture 
successfully integrates a holistic conception of 














e adaptability, resilience, ecology, or indetermina-
cy as project inputs. The acceptance of these vari-
ables, with which other professions are not yet too 
familiar, would make it possible to advance from the 
ideation parameters traditionally applied to build-
ings and cities (visual, two-dimensional, and stat-
ic) towards a more comprehensive landscape aware-
ness. Enriching their conception of landscape would 
allow professionals to dialogue fruitfully across dis-
ciplines and detect the correspondences between 
forms, materials, and processes occurring in the ur-
ban environment. Learning from landscape archi-
tecture can also reduce the pressures habitual-
ly received from other sectors with their machinist, 
economistic, or commercial approaches, which only 
exacerbate conventional myopia concerning the ur-
ban landscape. The quality of the built environment, 
recently characterized as a balanced combination of 
aesthetics, habitability, environment-friendliness, 
accessibility-mobility, inclusiveness, distinctiveness, 
sense of place, affordability, and integration into the 
surrounding environment (Architects’ Council of Eu-
rope, 2019), must become the main objective of new 
conscious architectural projects. The truth is that the 
European panorama is shifting decidedly towards a 
holistic consideration of landscape from which those 
concerned with city construction should not remain 
on the sidelines.
Finally, administrations have a chance to reflect 
on the urban and housing policies they have been 
applying so far. The exceptional situation has in-
creased power and confidence in the public sec-
tor (Kunzmann, 2020), so paradigm shifts seem 
now more feasible than in periods of thoughtless 
prosperity. In particular, it is urgent to rethink and 
re-plan cities and their neighborhoods in terms of 
landscape, not only in response to the pandemic but 
also to address the climate emergency and the ‘new 
poverties’ (Magnaghi, 2000) derived from the mer-
cantile exploitation of territorial resources. For this 
purpose, we have suggested the transdisciplinary 
elaboration of ‘interior urban landscape’ projects in-
terwoven into a holistic ‘city-landscape’ plan, but 
there may be other strategies. At present, a nation-
al law on the quality of architecture and the built en-
vironment is being drafted in Spain, raising high ex-
pectations (Ministerio de Transportes, Movilidad y 
Agenda Urbana, 2020). A responsible public posture 
seems decisive to avoid a rapid depopulation and 
degradation of significant urban sectors, given that 
suburban enclaves are now showing renewed at-
tractiveness. The commodification wave of bucol-
ic landscapes that begins to arise in reaction to the 
pandemic must be counteracted with a determined 
upgrading of existing towns. In all probability, the 




consuming more virgin soil or urbanizing the coun-
tryside, but in improving the quality of life in cities.
The town that decides to learn from COVID-19 will 
be a naturalized, meaningful urban ecosystem, de-
signed collaboratively between architects, urban 
planners, landscape architects, and other specialists 
in the urban phenomenon. A network of green corri-
dors and multifunctional public spaces will shape the 
urban structure, allowing walking through, running, 
or encircling the built area by bicycle or micro-mobili-
ty devices. It will be a city of proximity and short dis-
tances, with accessible, effective, and environmen-
tally-friendly public transport for longer journeys. 
Streets will be bright and airy with the minimum sur-
face devoted to motor vehicles and only in the widest 
arteries, favoring air quality, social interaction, and 
rest for residents. Street parking will be strictly limit-
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